Concordia University 
Faculty of Fine Arts Council 
Minutes of the Meeting of November 27, 1998 
Present: C. Jackson (Chair); K. Adams, R. Anweiler, L. Blair, M. Corwin, A. Fairchild, 
R. Hale, J. Helland, A. Herman, C. Hirst, W. Krol, R. Lachapelle, B. Layne, L. 


Lerner, J. Locke, C. MacKenzie, E. Mongerson, K. O’Brien, S. Panet-Raymond, 
K. Perry, M. Reinhart, P. Rist, L. Sharman, P. Spensley, R. Tyrell 


Absent with apologies: 


P. Cousineau 


Guests: 


E. Abitbol, L. Bien, B. Gamoy, M. Wagschal 
1. Approval of the Agenda 
The agenda was approved. 
2. Approval of the Minutes of the Meeting of November 27, 1998 
MOTION: (Perry, Rist) 
“that the minutes of the meeting of November 27, 1998 be approved.” 


CARRIED 
Js Business Arising from the Minutes 
There was no business arising from the minutes. 
4. Chair’s Remarks 
The Dean made the following remarks: 
° Composer Henryk Gérecki was given an honorary doctorate by the University at Fall 


Convocation. During the week, there were several events organized around Mr. 
Géorecki’s presence, culminating in a concert of his works at the Concert Hall on Friday 
evening. The Dean thanked Associate Dean Kathleen Perry for her coordination of these 
events, which were prestigious for the Faculty. 


° Another Fine Arts faculty member has been awarded the Prix du Québec. This year it is 
Jean McEwen, a retired faculty member from the Department of Studio Arts (Painting and 


Drawing) who has been honoured. 


° The Capital Campaign is scheduled to finish in June 1999. Final approaches are now being 
made to ensure that the targeted amount of $55 million is reached. The Fine Arts list of 
needs is presently being reviewed, to ensure that two items - student support and 


technological needs - retain the highest priority. 


° Two Task Forces, coordinated by Associate Dean John Locke, have been established to 
examine space needs on both the SGW and Loyola Campuses. Input from all 
constituencies will be sought. 

° Representatives from the Department of Computer Science and Fine Arts met recently to 


discuss the joint programme in Digital Image and Sound. Low student enrolments are 
hindering development of the programme; the focus is now to review entry requirements 
which seem to prevent rather than facilitate admission of qualified students. 


° A new Safety Manual has been released, with financial support from the CSST for printing 
and translation. Paul Gregory was responsible for the project, which again demonstrates 
Concordia’s leadership in this area. It is expected that the manual will become an important 
reference document in Quebec and Canada, and will also promote the reputation of the 
Faculty. 


D4 Question Period 


A. Herman asked if the building that is being planned for Visual Arts would be on the Guy/de 
Maisonneuve lot or on the York Cinema lot. The Dean confirmed that the York property is the 
location planned for Fine Arts. 


R. Hale congratulated the Valedictorian, Catherine Mattes, a graduate student in Art History. She 
also requested that Council consider a discussion of “opt in/opt out” status viz 4 viz Graduate 
Studies at a future meeting. This relates to the question of whether graduate applications go 
directly to Graduate Studies or to the Faculty. Presently, Fine Arts “opts out’, and exclusive 
control of the applications is, therefore, in Fine Arts. As a result, Graduate Studies does not have 
access to data on our applicants. If Graduate Studies is the central repository, applications would 
be entered on-line and then become available electronically to the departments. 


The Dean will put this item on the next agenda of Steering Committee. 


P. Rist asked whether a letter could be written to Maclean’s Magazine, criticizing their method of 
ranking universities, which automatically penalizes universities such as Concordia. If it is the wish 
of Council, we could signify our lack of interest in participating. There are major flaws in the 
ranking system (for example, the study ranks “grades upon entry” rather than “applications to 
places available’). 


The Dean indicated that, unfortunately, this issue of Maclean’s is used by potential applicants, and 
is kept at many Canadian embassies as a reference. 


A. Herman added that, in the 1980’s, Concordia’s rankings were higher, but factors such as 
library budgets and funds for student support were working against Concordia now. 


C. MacKenzie noted that Concordia, like most Canadian universities, is a member of AUCC and 
pays massive fees to do so. She believes it is futile to argue with Maclean’s and that a more 
positive approach would be to have AUCC prepare a booklet about universities, describing the 
advantages of each institution, which would help present a more balanced view than that given by 
Maclean’s, 


R. Hale recommended Bennett Davidson’s article on the Maclean’s survey. 


L. Sharman noted that there had been a separate review of Fine Arts three years ago. E. 
Mongerson asked if a ranking of Fine Arts Faculties could be done. A. Herman added that 
Concordia’s overall ranking does not reflect the reality of the School of Cinema. 


P. Spensley suggested that Fine Arts express its dissatisfaction with the Maclean’s rankings, as 
well as recommend that AUCC be asked to provide another view of Canadian universities. 


The Dean will convey these views to the University. 
6. Progress Report on Task Force on General Education (FFAC-98-11-27-D1) 


Associate Dean A. Fairchild presented an overview of the Progress Report. A Task Force, chaired 
by Danielle Morin, had prepared the report, which includes four recommendations on general 
education. These include the requirement that all students would take 6 credits outside their 
discipline. As Fine Arts students are already required to follow 12 credits outside the Faculty, this 
requirement will not have a significant impact upon our our students. However, the Faculty will 
be expected to reciprocate by offering elective courses to non-Faculty students. 


These recommendations went to SCAPP this fall where some changes were made. Fine Arts, for 
example, was opposed to the idea that these courses would all be at the 200-level, as some students 
may want to use elective courses to develop a Minor programme. In addition, Fine Arts had 
indicated to SCAPP that it was not interested in developing “mega courses” to service non-faculty 
students. 


The floor was then opened to discussion and questions. 


P, Spensley asked whether we were to use existing courses or generate new ones to service non- 
Faculty students. A. Fairchild responded that the report was not that specific and that there was 
no clear consensus on this question. 


J. Locke noted the subtlety of the wording (see top of page 4). When the word “non-program” is 
used does it mean non-program or non-Fine Arts? A more precise definition is needed. 


S. Panet-Raymond noted that Recommendation 4 implies a “homogenity” in our course offerings. 
A. Fairchild explained that this was meant in the broadest possible terms, distinguishing for 
example, the sciences from the fine arts. 


C. MacKenzie cautioned that the Report seemed to have an implicit orientation that general 
education means “learning by listening” and not by doing. In other words, fine arts studio courses 
are not seen to be a part of general education. 


S. Panet-Raymond noted that this requirement may not be a good thing for Fine Arts and appears 
to be an attempt to save Arts and Science courses. Fine Arts cannot accommodate 25 students in a 
section; but there are a lot of areas that already give access. To some degree, Fine Arts is 
perceived as exclusive, as opposed to providing general access. Fine Arts needs to situate itself 
or it may become swamped by the process. 


P. Spensley thought that there could be great benefit for Fine Arts, as we are a valid part of a 
general education, but are inhibited by present funding. Where is the money coming from? 


P. Rist added that when this was first proposed, Fine Arts had been perceived as the “good guys”, 
given that all of our students follow 12 credits outside the Faculty of Fine Arts. The intent of the 
proposal was to encourage other Faculties, where there was not such a requirement, to provide 
these options. 


R. Hale added that it was very important for Fine Arts to be part of this proposal. Competencies in 
critical thinking and visual studies, and a regard for visual and performing culture, are an important 
part of general education. 


K. O’Brien noted there is no structure set up to deal with this. In her opinion, it would be very 
good to have more interaction between students from different backgrounds. Where does visual 
and performing education belong in a general education? Where does fine Arts curriculum fit into 
basic education? 


E. Mongerson believes that finances are the crux of the issue. Our strengths are in “studio” 
courses - but these would be costly to expand. 


L. Sharman returned to Recommendation 1 which states that: “Each Faculty should develop 
beginners general courses.” This confirms that Fine Arts has the right to do so. 


C. MacKenzie agreed with E. Mongerson that budget was the crux of the issue. Before 
proceeding, Fine Arts should be careful. Do 220 seat classes really contribute to general 
education? 


P. Spensley added that if we need to develop courses, there are implications for staffing and we 
may need new faculty positions. He does not support the idea of general course for all of Fine 
Arts, but suggests instead developing courses within the different disciplines. 


S. Panet-Raymond noted that it is difficult for non-Majors to find places in many Fine Arts 
courses. This proposal will have repercussions on both space and resources, though on the 
positive side, may provide more opportunities for graduate students to teach. 


The Dean will report back to Council if further reaction is required. 


7. La continuité des études techniques et universitaires (FFAC-98-11-27-D2) 
(FFAC-98-11-27-D3) (FFAC-98-11-27-D4) 


The Dean introduced this item. Since the decline of CLES, a government committee that provided 
a liaison between CEGEPs and universities, little discourse between the two has taken place. This 
latest report is the result of the Estates General report. From the content of the report, it may 
appear that the three year technical DEC programmes are mostly in the bio-tech and applied 
sciences and that fine arts is not particularly affected, however, it is important that the general 
principles behind the report receive wider exposure. Because the report is trying to develop a five 
year continuum between CEGEPs and universities, it proposes that students with a 3 year DEC 
should have the right to be admitted to university with advanced standing, with the potential 
outcome being the dilution of university programmes. This is a matter of real concern. 


The approach of the CEGEPs is to quantify competencies (Bloom’s Taxonomy) and a serious 
effort is being made to quantify learning objectives and results, in order to guarantee entrance to the 
university. 


S. Panet-Raymond has been involved with the proposed three year DEC technique in Dance, and 
shares many of the Dean’s concerns. In her experience, the general pre-university DEC is 
different from the DEC technique. 


A. Fairchild has attended a few meetings with CEGEP representatives, and is left with the 
impression that the CEGEPs consider their students well-prepared, and therefore, believe that there 
is redundancy in our course offerings. This is somewhat based upon hearsay. 


A. Herman noted that universities are in a transition period. One such area is that of computers and 
software. Basic literacy should be taught in high schools and colleges, so that when students 
arrive at the university they are able to use the software. 


P. Rist pointed out that this discussion comes down to one of technique versus creative potential. 
There will always be differences between the CEGEPs themselves, and between us and them. 


A. Fairchild followed up on this point by noting that the CEGEPs have focussed upon acquisition 
of skills rather than content. There needs to be a harmony between having a skill and critical 
thinking (ideas and concepts) in order to have progress. 


L. Sharman does not think there is any duplication between CEGEP and university programmes. 
Here, research and concepts are stressed. There is a clear distinction between a CEGEP and a 
university graduate when they reach the workforce. She also noted that the 3 year DEC had 
originally been developed for students who did not want to go on to university, and who wanted to 
go directly into the workforce. This raises the question of why we are allowing the CEGEPs to 
teach the third year of the five year continuum. 


E. Mongerson agreed that the third year in CEGEP is different from what is taught in the first year 
at the University - focusing on technique not concepts. 


The Dean believes that there is misunderstanding at the ministry level; many of the “fonctionnaires” 
have come from the CEGEPs. They do not see that there is a distinction between what universities 


and CEGEPs can offer. 


There was a suggestion that Curriculum Committee examine the issue in detail and report back to 
Council. 


M. Wagschal thought that it was a good idea for Curriculum Committee to review the matter. They 
would be able to do a concentrated search on course descriptions, and if there is overlap with the 
CEGEPs, look at the implications. She believes that this committee is a very good place for 
differentiation to be expressed. 


S. Panet-Raymond believes that we must be more explicit in our documentation about 
programmes; we must also emphasize the ambience of the school to further distinguish ourselves 
from the CEGEPs. Since her recent experience, she has begun to take a closer look at her own 
published documents on her programme. 


The above comments will be summarized for the Provost. As our CLES representative, the 
Provost will be asked to continue providing information to us on this matter. In addition, 
Curriculum Committee will be asked to report back and make some recommendations on the 


matter. 


8. L’Université devant l’avenir (FFAC-98-11-27-D5) (FFAC-98-11-27-D6) 
The Dean updated Council on the most recent developments concerning the above document. 
When it was initially released six months ago, Council decided that Fine Arts should prepare its 
own response to the document, separate from the University’s response. 

In the meantime, there have been two developments. The University has sent its response (FFAC- 
98-11-27-D6) and a second addendum has been released by the government, which was drafted in 
response to negative reaction to the first document. The second document reiterates many of the 
same issues, such as the balance between research and teaching, the partnership of universities and 
industry, the new technologies. 

Does the Faculty still wish to respond? L. Sharman noted that silence may imply acquiescence, 
and thus a response, giving “our approach” is important. P. Spensley agreed that it was important 
that Fine Arts forward its own response. 

This will be moved forward in the coming months. 

9. Faculty of Fine Arts Planning Document (FFAC-98-11-27-D7) 

This document has been tabled at SCAPP and is distributed for information only. It updates our 
response to The Immediate Future, and again re-states the future issues of importance to Fine Arts 
- space, technology, faculty renewal, and advancement. 


These issues will be built upon during the next year. 
10. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 


S. McLeod 
Dec. 17, 1998 


